UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-3110

In Re: S. FRANKLI N BURFORD,
Appel | ant .

SNOWSHOE COVPANY, a West Virginia Corporation,
Plaintiff,

Ver sus

STEPTCE & JCHNSON,
Def endant - Appel |l ee.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Northern
District of West Virginia, at Weeling. Wlliam M Kidd, Senior
District Judge. (CA-94-32-5)

No. 95-3135

S. FRANKLI N BURFORD, on his own behal f, as a
shar ehol der i n the di ssol ved Showshoe Conpany,
a West Virginia corporation, and, on behal f of
all other shareholders in that dissolved cor-
poration, that were not represented by Steptoe
& Johnson in connection with the facts stated
her ei n,

Plaintiff - Appellant,






Ver sus

STEPTCE & JOHNSON, a partnership,
Def endant - Appel |l ee.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Northern
District of West Virginia, at Carksburg. WlliamM Kidd, Senior
District Judge. (CA-95-43-1)

Submitted: June 28, 1996 Deci ded: August 5, 1996

Bef ore W DENER, HAM LTON, and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

S. Franklin Burford, Appellant Pro Se. Janes Purnell Davenport,
Anne Kat heri ne Tooney, NUSSBAUM & WALD, Washington, D.C.; Robert
G egory MDernott, MCDERMOTT, BONENBERGER, MCDERMOTT & GALLAWAY
Wheel i ng, West Virginia, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appeal nunber 95-3110is S. Franklin Burford's appeal fromthe
district court's order inposing sanctions pursuant to Fed. R GCiv.
P. 11, and 28 U.S.C. A. § 1927 (West 1994), in an action he filed on
behal f of Snowshoe Conpany alleging fraud on the court. After
granting summary j udgnent for Defendants, findingthe clains barred
by Burford's nunmerous prior actions which raised or should have
rai sed the sane clains under the principle of res judicata, the
district court inposed nonetary sanctions.

Appeal nunber 95-3135 is Burford's appeal fromthe district
court's order dism ssing on the basis of res judicata, his subse-
quently filed action in which he again rai sed clains which were or
shoul d have been presented in Burford's previous actions.

As no nenber of the court requested a poll on the suggestion
for hearing en banc in appeal nunber 95-3135, the suggestion for
hearing en banc is denied. W have reviewed the records and the
district court's opinions and find no reversible error. Accordi ng-
ly, we deny Burford's notion for a pre-hearing conference and

affirm on the reasoning of the district court. Snowshoe Co. V.

St ept oe & Johnson, CA-94-32-5; Burford v. Steptoe & Johnson, No.

CA-95-43-1 (N.D.W Va. Nov. 29, 1995). W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not
aid the decisional process.
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